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Beaver Creek Coal Company
P.0O. Box 1378
Price, Utah 84501

Huntington Canyon #4
Utah Permit #015/004

Oversight Inspection
March 9, 1988

Pafticipants:

Rade Orell, Office of Surface Mining Albuquerque Field Office (AFO);
Bill Malencik, Daron Haddock, Utah Division of 0il, Gas, and Mining
(UDOGM); and Dan Guy, Beaver Creek. Coal Company.

Mine Site Evaluation Inspection Report:

This was an oversight inspection therefore the Mine Site Evaluation
Inspection Report Form has been completed accordingly. The number 3
has been entered at Performance Standard Codes I, K, and Q to
indicate their non-applicability to the mine.

Introduction:

The inspection commenced at the Beaver Creek Coal Company Office
where we met the company representative before traveling to the mine
site. The weather was clear and mild. The north facing slopes and the
access road to the mine site were snow covered at the time of the
inspection. Ground conditions were wet and muddy. The inspection also

included a records review. A Pentax IQ Zoom was used to photograph
areas of interest.

Field Inspection:

The field inspection commenced late in the morning. The permit area
and hence the mine site are accessed via a forest service road. We
found that the road was not passable to vehicular traffic at the time
of the inspection due to snow cover (approximately 6 to 8 inches

packed snow), therefore we were required to walk in order to complete
the inspection.

Access Road:

The mine site Is accessed via a U.S. Forest Service road that adjoins
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State Highway 31. The mine site is approximately one mile west ¢f the
state highway. The U.S. Forest Service road was upgraded at the time
of mining to serve as a haul road. The use of the road by Beaver
Creek Coal Company was apparently approved through a special-use
permit frow the U.S. Forest Service. The company reclaimed the
outside portion of the road in accordance with the special-use
permit. The road is not within the permit area and the special-use
permit is no longer valid. As a result access to the site is often
restricted by the U.S. Forest Service when travel due to wet
conditions would cause damage to the road.

Sediment Pond:

The sediment pond consists of two cells, the lower cell includes a
filter. The pond and its appurent structures were found to be intact
and functional at the time of the inspection. A topsoil stockpile is
located to the west of the pond. The stockpile was found to be in

- good repair. Silt fences define the stockpile on both the upper and

lower slope.

Upper Bench:

We walked the U.S. Forest Service access road to the upper bench
switch-back. There is a minor erosion channel on the road bank just
west of the sediment pond at a point immediately below the topsoil
stockpile area. The operator's representative was advised to repair

. the channel such that the performance standards at UMC 817

(performance standards) are not rendered ineffective thus requiring
an enforcement action on the part of UDOGM. At that point we
continued to the upper bench switch-back where we departed the road
for the purpose of inspecting the reclaimed bench. Generally, the
bench 1s in good repair. We observed a number of small bare areas
where revegetation efforts were marginally successful. The operator's
representative was advised to perform remedial seeding as the
favorable time for seeding approaches. We also observed an area of
thistle infestation. The weed was apparently introduced to the area
as a result of a recent adjacent AML project. The operator's
representative indicated the company's intent to eradicate the weeds
as soon as ground conditions permit. '

Lower Bench: d

Following our inspection of the upper bench we descened the area to
the lower bench. The inspection continued at an area immediately
above the sediment pond. We found that this area is also in need of
some remedial work. The operator previously installed a small rock
lined channel and a length of silt fence apparently towards
controlling erosion. While the structures &y be providing a certain
level of control additional work will be necessary. We observed
nunerous small rills that if left unchecked may result in violations
of the performance standards. The operator's representative was

-
.
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. advised of the situation. The inspection continued at the area

referred to as the coal chute. A rock lined channel was intalled here
in an endeavor to provide a measure of runoff control. The rock is
apparently effective in reducing the rate of runoff through the
channel in thal silt is accumulating in the chaunel bottom. The TOCKS
at the upstream end of the channel are not visible due to deposits of
silt. We observed an area immediately above the rock channel where
the operator will need lo perform addlitional work with respect to
wmanipulation of the land surface. It appearcd that the area was
previovusly improperly contour furrowed. The furrows are too low on
the siope thereby causing a nick point where runoff exits Lhe slupce.
in additioun, 1t appears that revegetation efforts have not been
adeqguate. Coal fines mixed with the soil naterials mnay be having
detrewmental effects on the efforts. We also advised the operator of
the situation and the need fur remedial work.

Records Review:

The rccords review included observations of the water montioring
records, pond inspection reports, pond certifications, NPDES permit,
Annual Subsidence Survey, 1987 Vegetation Survey, Certificate of
Liability and confirmation of responses to the permit stipulations.
We also reviewed mining and reclamation plan information that
indicates that Beaver Creek Coal Company ceased mining operations at
the Huntington Canyon #4 Mine in November 1384, reclamation commenced

August 1985 and that 60% (Phase I) of the bond was releascd November
10, 1986,

Close-0Out:

The closc-out meeting was basically a review of the inspection. The
UDOGM representative reiterated the areas of concern as described
above. We also discussed the remedial work in relation to the nature
of the operation. More specifically, the access tou the site is
limited during the winter months due to snow and wet conditions, and
the mine area i{s in reclamation having gone through Phase I bond
release. In that regard it is not unrecasonable to expect that
remedial work will be necessary following the winter months and wet
ground conditions. This narrative references a number of instances
where our observations indicated the need for remediul work. That
work is not beyond what should reasonably be expected given the
nature of the operation. If the described situations continue without
attention on the part of ‘the operator the result may be that
viclations of the performance standards will exist for which UDOGM
will be required to take enforcement actions.
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